Introduction
The growing interest in adopting teacher empowerment as a school management strategy has prompted scholars and practitioners to look more closely into how school leaders may empower teachers more effectively (e.g., Blase & Blase, 1996 Giba, 1998; Lee & Nie, 2013; Muijs & Harris, 2003; Short, 1994; Short & Greer, 1997; Vecchio, Justin & Pearce, 2010; Wan, 2005; Yu, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2002) . Generally, empowering school leaders are observed to be more capable in creating work conditions which could enhance teachers' psychological empowerment which in turn could result in teachers being more intrinsically motivated and professionally committed to their work roles (Bogler & Somech, 2004; Davis & Wilson, 2000; Marks & Louis, 1997; Sagnak, 2012; Simkins, 2005; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000; Vecchio et al., 2010; Wohlstetter, 1995) .
Despite the call for developing school leaders' capacity in exercising empowering leadership practices to facilitate teacher empowerment, it is, however, observed that previous research has tended to focus predominantly on the empowering behaviours of the principal at the top-level management to the extent that the empowering behaviours of teachers' immediate supervisor (i.e. head-of-department) at the middle-level management have often been neglected (Blase & Blase, 1997; Davis & Wilson, 2000; Lee & Nie, 2013; Short & Rinehart, 1992) . As a result, it is unsure whether there would exist differences in teachers' perceptions towards their principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours and how they may in turn affect teachers' psychological empowerment at work.
Therefore, the present study aimed to (1) differentiate between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours by examining whether significant differences might exist between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours, and (2) examine the relationship between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours and teachers' psychological empowerment. This study could contribute to a better understanding of how school leaders may empower teachers by using their specific empowering leadership behaviours to influence teachers' psychological empowerment.
School Leader Empowering Behaviours
School leadership is widely recognised as an important research area in the field of educational management and administration (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 2003; Dimmock & Tan, 2013; Fullan, 2006; Gronn, 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1998 , 2002 Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000) . Although existing school leadership research has identified a number of effective school leadership styles such as transformational leadership, instructional leadership, authentic leadership, servant leadership and distributed leadership (e.g., Dimmock, 2011; Gronn, 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 2002; Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996; Ng & Ho, 2012; Owusu-Bempah, Addison & Fairweather, 2014; Shatzer, Caldarella, Hallam & Brown, 2014; Yu et al., 2002) , most of the empirical studies did not explicitly clarify which are the 'empowering' elements in these different styles or practices of school leadership. As a result, it is unclear which specific behaviours of school leaders are perceived as 'empowering' by the teachers, especially in inducing a sense of empowerment (or psychological empowerment) among the teachers to motivate them to perform their best at work.
On the other hand, from a review of empowerment research in educational organisations, it is found that empowering school leaders are generally more capable in fostering work conditions which could enhance teachers' psychological empowerment and their subsequent work outcomes (Blase & Blase, 1997; Davis & Wilson, 2000; Lee & Nie, 2013; Rinehart, Short, Short & Eckley, 1998) . However, given that most of the existing empirical studies have often used a composite scale of empowering leadership (Davis & Wilson, 2000; Vecchio et al., 2010) , our understanding of the relationships between specific dimensions of school leaders' empowering behaviours and teachers' psychological empowerment tends to be limited. Nevertheless, among the limited studies of empowering school leadership, Blase and Blase (1997) identified eight dimensions of principls' behaviours and characteristics by which they empirically linked with teachers' sense of empowerment in schools in the United States. The eight dimensions identified were: (1) demonstrating trust in teachers, (2) developing shared governance structures, (3) encouraging/listening to individual input, (4) encouraging individual teacher autonomy, (5) encouraging innovation, creativity, risk-taking, (6) giving rewards, (7) providing support, and (8) demonstrating care, enthusiasm, optimism, honesty and friendliness (principal's personal characteristics).
More recently, Lee and Nie (2013) providing individualised concern and support; and (7) providing role-modelling. In their validation of the predictive power of the SLEB dimensions in relation to Spreitzer's (1995) four-factor psychological empowerment scale using a sample of Singapore teachers, Lee and Nie (2013) demonstrated that teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours in terms of these seven dimensions were positively correlated with each of the four dimensions of teachers' psychological empowerment (i.e.
meaning, competence, autonomy, impact).
In the present study, we adopted Lee and Nie's (2013) SLEB scale to assess
Singapore teachers' perceptions of their school leaders' empowering behaviours because the SLEB scale has been validated in the Singapore education context as a common measure for assessing teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours. We therefore defined school leaders' empowering behaviours as a set of behaviours exercised by school leaders aiming at enhancing teachers' psychological empowerment in the empowerment process.
Teachers' Perceptions of Principal's and Immediate Supervisor's Empowering Behaviours
Leadership in organisations is fundamentally an influencing process which depends on how leaders interact with their subordinates (Bass, Waldman, Avolio & Bebb, 1987; Bush, 2008; Kark, Shamir & Chen, 2003; Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993; Yukl, 2002) .
Thus, a number of leadership scholars have opined that leadership can be considered as a process of 'being perceived as a leader' (e.g., Hall & Lord, 1995; Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1997) , which is largely a cognitive process such that the effectiveness of a leader's behaviours may be contingent upon how the subordinates perceive and interpret the authenticity of the leader's behaviours (Hall & Lord, 1995; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1997; Randolph & Kemery, 2011; Zhu, May & Avolio, 2004) . As such, in teacher empowerment research, this also highlights the importance of understanding not only how school leaders may empower teachers but that a more accurate assessment of the effectiveness of collective school leadership would likely depend on how teachers may perceive and interpret their school leaders' behaviours at different levels of management (Lee & Nie, 2013 .
Especially, most school organisations are traditionally hierarchical in structure and management (Busher & Harris, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2009) . As noted by a number of organisational scholars, differences in status, rank, authority, social standing and power in hierarchical organisations can often translate into physical, social and psychological distances which may affect the degree of social intimacy and social contact that develops between individuals and their respective leaders at different levels of management (e.g., Antonakis & Atwater, 2002; Chun, Yammarino, Dionne, Sosik & Moon, 2009; Shamir, 1995) . Given that school leadership is seldom a single-leader phenomenon, such that the principal being the head of school at the top-level management is often assisted by the various heads-of-department at the middle-level management who usually serve as individual teachers' immediate supervisors (Heng & Marsh, 2009; Ng & Ho, 2012) , Brown, Rutherford and Boyle (2000) also noted that the middle-level leaders, being teachers' immediate supervisors, are usually the ones closer to the teachers at the classroom frontline and they also tend to work more closely with the teachers on a daily basis in solving problems arising from classroom instruction and student management. As a result, in the context of teacher empowerment, the middle-level school leaders may more often have more opportunities in exercising their empowering behaviours towards the group of teachers they supervise and mentor as compared to the principal (Brown et al., 2000; Lee & Nie, 2013; Ng & Ho, 2012) .
In recent years, many scholars have observed that the traditional managerial roles of the middle-level school leaders have evolved and changed from mainly the technical and tactical functions (e.g., planning of teachers' timetables and duties, introducing new curriculum) to leading roles which require increased leadership competence in shared vision building, relationship building and change management (e.g., Brown et al., 2000; Bush, 2008; Heng & Marsh, 2009; Koh, Gurr, Drysdale & Ang, 2011) . For instance, in a study conducted by Ho and Chen (2009) , they reported that principals in the Singapore schools indicated they often worked closely with their middle-level leaders (i.e. heads-ofdepartment), such as in leading the teachers in the implementation of the use of ICT for teaching and learning. More importantly, their study also reported that leadership performance of the principals was significantly and positively correlated to the leadership performance of their heads-of-department, which suggests the close relationship and possible alignment between school leaders at different of management in ensuring the effectiveness of collective school leadership. Moreover, with an increasing interest on how leadership can be shared or distributed within the schools to provide for a more sustainable means for building the type of school climate that could create high-performing schools, the crucial roles played by the school leaders at different levels of management in the teacher empowerment process thus derserve to be given more attention in both research and practice (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Ho & Chen, 2009; Lee & Nie, 2013; Ng & Ho, 2012) . Furthermore, with the increased importance of the middle-level leaders in collective school leadership and management, especially in bridging the link between the principal at the top hierarchical level and teachers at the lower hierarchical levels (Chen, Ho & Ng, 2013; Ng & Ho, 2012; Retna & Ng, 2006) , there is an imperative need to to examine teachers' perceptions towards their principal's and immediate supervisor's behaviours in the teacher empowerment process to determine if there might exist differences between teachers' perecptions of their principal and their immediate supervisors (Chen et al., 2013; Heng & Marsh, 2009; Lee & Nie, 2013) . A better understanding of how teachers may perceive the empowering behaviours of their school leaders at different levels of management can provide more insights for better alignment of empowering leadership practices across levels of management for promoting teacher empowerment more effectively as a school practice (Lee & Nie, 2013) .
Given the fact that the middle-level leaders often have to work closely with their principal in empowering the teachers in the school workplace (Chen, et al., 2013; Ng & Ho, 2012) , it is likely that teachers' immediate supervisors could be influenced by the empowering leadership behaviours of the principal to a large extent. Particularly in schools with a strong organisational culture, the principal might likely expect the middle-level leaders to model their leadership behaviours towards the teachers (Yang, Zhang & Tsui, 2010) . Or, very often, the middle-level leaders may view it as a 'norm' to model their principal's leadership behaviours (Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes & Salvador, 2009) .
As posited by the social learning theory, most human behaviours are learned through observation and modeling (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1986 (Bandura, , 1999 . Thus, in the present study, we postulated that teachers' perceptions of their principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours in terms of their respective composite scores of SLEB would not differ significantly. We also postulated that there would be no significant difference between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours in terms of the factor/dimension 'providing role-modelling'. This is because teachers' perceptions of their principal's as well immediate supervisor's authenticity in leading by example and 'walking the talk' in the teacher empowerment process are critically important to influence how teachers may assess the effectiveness of their school leaders' empowering behaviours.
Hypothesis 1: Teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours would not differ significantly in terms of the composite score and the dimension 'providing role-modelling' of the SLEB scale.
On the other hand, we speculated that both the principal and immediate supervisor might display empowering behaviours towards their teachers and so they might likely differ in terms of magnitude in certain dimensions of the SLEB scale due to their differential leadership role functions at different levels of management. For instance, teachers might perceive their principals to significantly engage more in articulating a vision and providing collaborative relationships than their immediate supervisor. This is might largely due to the fact that, typically in most schools, the principal does not usually involve himeself or herself directly in teachers' day-to-day classroom processes. Instead, the principal is usually seen as a 'big-picture focused' leader whose roles frequently include providing a clear vision, setting clear directions and communicating organisational policies and decisions to the teachers at staff meetings and to motivate teachers across various departments to move in the same direction and work together towards achieving school goals (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Hallinger & Heck, 2002; Yu et al., 2002) . Hence, the principal might also be perceived by teachers to engage more in creating structures and providing resources for teachers to collaborate with one another through team-building activities during large-group gatherings or school annual retreats.
In contrast, the middle-level leaders as heads-of-department might more often be seen to take lead in departmental functions with a smaller group of teachers in their respective departments. In this aspect, teachers' immediate supervisors may be more able to delegate work and duties which suit the needs of individual teachers working with them and also to providing teachers with individualised concern and support as well as with opportunities for professional development and more personalised coaching. 
Teachers' Psychological Empowerment
Teachers of the 21 st century are knowledge workers and autonomous teaching professionals (Bogler & Somech, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, 2009; Wan, 2005) . In fact, a basic assumption of teacher empowerment is that teachers' judgments and actions are partly self-determined and they can effect change in themselves and their situations through their own efforts (Bandura, 1999; 2001; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Gagne & Deci, 2005; Spreitzer, 1995 Spreitzer, , 1996 . As such, teachers' psychological empowerment is often defined as an individual teacher's psychological state which manifests itself as four cognitions: meaning, competence, autonomy, and impact (Spreitzer, 1995 (Spreitzer, , 1996 . In essence, psychological empowerment is closely associated with an individual's intrinsic work motivation, and the four cognitions of psychological empowerment reflect an active orientation towards one's work role (Spreitzer, 1995 (Spreitzer, , 1996 Thomas & Velthouse, 1990 ).
To elaborate further on the dimensions of psychological empowerment, 'meaning' refers to a fit between the needs of one's work role and one's beliefs, values and behaviours (Hackman & Oldham, 1980) ; 'competence' refers to self-efficacy specific to one's work, or a belief in one's capability to perform work activities with skill (Bandura, 1977; Gist, 1987) ; 'autonomy' refers to a sense of choice in initiating and regulating one's actions (Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989) ; and 'impact' refers to the degree to which one can influence strategic, administrative, or operating outcomes at work (Ashforth, 1989) .
In the context of teacher empowerment, this also suggests that in order to determine the effectiveness of the school leaders' influence, there is a need to take into account the motivational influence of the school leaders' empowering behaviours on teachers' psychological empowerment (Blase & Blase, 1997; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Lee & Nie, 2013) . However, it is observed that teacher empowerment studies have tended to examine school leaders' empowering behaviours and teachers' psychological empowerment in separate studies (Ghani et al., 2009; Sagnak, 2012; Vecchio et al., 2010) which thus failed to capture the motivational influence of school leaders' empowering behaviours on teachers' psychological empowerment. Though limited, Davis and Wilson (2000) reported that perceived principal empowering behaviours predicted teachers' overall work motivation in the form of psychological empowerment. Specifically, their results indicated that the perceived principal empowering behaviours predicted teachers' sense of autonomy and impact but not meaningfulness and competence (Davis & Wilson, 2000) . In other another study, Moye, Henkin and Egley (2005) reported that teachers who found their work personally meaningful and who reported significant autonomy and substantial influence in their work environments had higher levels of interpersonal trust in their principals. Dee et al.'s (2003) study examined the relationships between four types of team participation by teachers, in terms of team teaching, community-relations teamwork, administrative/governance teamwork and curriculum development teamwork, and the four dimensions of Spreitzer's (1995) psychological empowerment.
In the present study, we therefore speculated that teachers' psychological empowerment would likely be affected by their day-to-day interactions with their principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours. 
Method Sample
A convenience sample of 289 teachers from the Singapore schools voluntarily participated in this study 2 . Table 1 presents the demographic data of the sample.
Measures School Leader Empowering Behaviours (SLEB).
The seven-factor SLEB scale developed by Lee and Nie (2013) was adopted for use to measure teachers' perceptions of the empowering behaviours of their principal and immediate supervisor respectively. All the 21 items of the seven-factor scale were used in the present study as no item was deleted 2 The 289 teachers were full-time and fully trained teachers from at least 76 schools in Singapore.
Insert Table 1 here.
or revised due to its sound psychometric properties 3 . Appendix 1 presents the items of the seven factors of SLEB.
Psychological Empowerment. The 12-item psychological empowerment scale developed by Spreitzer (1995) was used. The mean was 5.12, standard deviation was .77, and Cronbach alpha coefficient was.73.
Data Collection
A cover letter was attached to each questionnaire to explain the objectives of the study and assured anonymity and confidentiality of participation. Informed consent was obtained from each participant. To standardise all the instrument used in the full questionnaire, a 7-point Likert scale was adopted (1= Strongly Disagree to 7= Strongly Agree). Participants were asked to provide their demographic data and separately rate their respective school principal and their immediate supervisor by responding to the same set of SLEB items in the questionnaire. Participants also responsed to items which measured teachers' psychological empowerment. The completed questionnaires were collected in sealed envelopes from the participants within three weeks of survey administration.
Analyses and Results

Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the SLEB Scale
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted on the SLEB scale. Based on the confirmatory factor analyses, Table 3 presents the fit indices of the first-order seven-factor structue as well as a second-order one-factor structure of the principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB scales respectively. Our results indicated that there existed a first-order seven-factor structure as well as a second-order one-factor structure.
Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha Coefficients and Interfactor
Correlations Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations, Cronbach alpha coefficients of each of the seven factors and composite scores of principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB. The mean score of each factor was calculated by taking the mean of the number of items which constituted each factor. Given that in Table 3 , the results of the confirmatory factor analyses indicated that the first-order seven-factor SLEB structure could be collapsed into a second-order one-factor structure, a composite score was created for each Insert Table 2 here.
Insert Table 3 here. 
Paired Samples T-Tests
To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, a series of paired samples t-tests was conducted between the seven factors and composite scores of teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours. The results of the paired samples t-tests and their effect sizes (Cohen's d) are presented in Table 4 .
Results indicated that there were no significant differences between the composite scores and three of the factors of the principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB: 'giving acknowledgment and recognition', 'providing intellectual stimulation' and 'providing roleInsert Table 5 here.
Insert Table 4 here. 
Bivariate Correlations Between Teachers' Perceptions of Principal's and Immediate
Supervisor's Empowering Behaviours and Psychological Empowerment
To test for Hypothesis 3, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours and teachers' psychological empowerment. Table 6 presents the results of bivariate correlations which indicated that all the seven factors and composite scores of principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB were positively correlated with teachers' psychological empowerment (p >.01). As such, Hypothesis 3 was fully supported.
Insert Table 6 here.
Joint Relationship Between Teachers' Perceptions of Principal's and Immediate
Supervisor's Empowering Behaviours in Predicting Psychological Empowerment
To test for Hypothesis 4, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine whether teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours added unique variance to each other in predicting teachers' psychological empowerment, after controlling for each other.
The first model was tested by first controlling for teachers' demographic factors (i.e. gender, age, race, educational qualification, school type, years of teaching experience, number of years of service in the current school, number of years working with the current principal and number of years working with the current immediate supervisor) in the first step. The composite score 4 of principal's SLEB was then entered into the regression in the second step and then followed by entering the composite score of immediate supervisor's SLEB in the third step. Similarly, the second model was tested by first controlling for teachers' demographic factors (i.e. gender, age, race, educational qualification, school type, years of teaching experience, number of years of service in the current school, number of years working with the current principal and number of years working with the current immediate supervisor) in the first step. The composite score of immediate supervisor's SLEB was entered into the regression in the second step and then followed by entering the composite score of principal's SLEB in the third step. Teachers' psychological empowerment was entered as the criterion variable in the regression in both models. 
Discussion
In the present study, the results indicated that school leaders in the Singapore schools generally demonstrated empowering behaviours with mean scores ranging from 4.43 to 5.43 for teachers' perceptions of their principal's empowering behaviours and mean scores ranging from 4.86 to 5.27 teachers' perceptions of their immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours based on the seven factors and composite scores of the SLEB.
In addition, results indicated that there was no significant difference between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours in terms of the composite scores of the SLEB. The findings are supported by previous research (e.g., Chun et al., 2009; Yang et al., 2010) which contended that similar behavioural leadership patterns across levels of management can frequently be observed in Insert (Bass et al., 1987; Mayer et al., 2009; Yang et al., 2010) .
Results indicated that there were no significant differences between teachers' than their immediate supervisor. This is likely because the principal, being the head of the school, may more often be seen at school-level gatherings or meetings to communicate school goals, foster teamwork structures, articulate a vision and set directions for the staff to work collaboratively together to achieve school objectives. Furthermore, teachers also perceived their principal to significantly engage more in 'fostering collaborative relationships' than their immediate supervisor. This might be due to the fact that the principal has more positional power within the school hierarchy which would then enable him or her to provide the infrastructure and resource support (i.e. in providing space and structured time, and allocating budget for professional collaborations within and outside the school as well as building IT networks for social interactions and knowledge sharing) more easily for the teachers to share knowledge and build collegial relationships.
On the other hand, our results indicated that teachers perceived their immediate supervisor to significantly engage more in 'providing individualised concern and support'
and 'delegation of authority' than the principal. This could be due to the fact that, as teachers' immediate supervisor, the middle-level leaders may likely have more opportunities to work directly with teachers at the classroom level to facilitate the smooth delivery of daily instructional processes or in individual and team projects initiated by their departments,. As such, they may tend to know the individual teachers' character, strengths and weaknesses better than the principal. Thus, having a closer working relationship with the teachers they supervise, it thereby makes it easier for the middle-level leaders to develop mutual interpersonal relationship and trust with the teachers, which are critical elements for effective delegation and participative decision-making at the departmental level. The results therefore supported previous studies on organisational leadership which indicated that middle-level leaders, in contrast with top-level leaders, may tend to be also socially and psychologically close to tehir subordinates and are therefore more able to show individualised concern and professional support for their subordinates when needed (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002; Shamir, 1995) .
Taken together, the present study indicated that the sample of Singapore teachers generally perceived their respective principals and immediate supervisors to be empowering in their leadership behaviours. While teachers perceived their principal at the top-level management and immediate supervisor at the middle-level management may demonstrate similar empowering behavioural patterns in certain dimensions of the SLEB, they also perceived that they might differ in magnitude or the degree in which they displayed certain dimensions of the SLEB. So far, this study is one of the few which has systematically examined and compared the dimensions of school leader empowering behaviours to determine whether the principal and teachers' immediate supervisor may differ in their empowering behaviours as perceived by teachers, especially in an Asian educational context. This study could also add value to the existing teacher empowerment research by offering more empirical insights for understanding the relationship between teachers' perceptions of school leaders' empowering behaviours and teachers' psychological empowerment. For instance, when teachers perceived their school leaders to demonstrate empowering behaviours, it could positively influence on teachers' psychological empowerment. Our results indicated that both the principal as well as the immediate supervisor of individual teachers could play differential yet instrumental roles to enhance teachers' psychological empowerment as a whole. It thus suggests the importance to develop empowering school leaders across levels of management for better leadership alignment and coordination in the facilitation of teacher empowerment in the school workplace.
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
First, the present study required the teacher participants to provide ratings to assess their school leaders' empowering behaviours and this could likely cause a certain level of sensitivity among the teachers and also may increase their response bias in favour of their school authority. Although a random sampling design may be considered by obtaining endorsement of school principals to administer the questionnaire at their school sites, a convenience sampling design was adopted for this study by having the researchers approaching the teachers personally through direct contacts with them at professional training courses and conferences to encourage their voluntary particiaption so as to reduce teachers' sensitivity and uneasiness in participating willingly in this study. Nevertheless, future studies could consider using a large sample of participants with random sampling design to provide a more reliable basis for the generalisability of findings (Scherbaum & Ferreter, 2009 ).
Second, this study opted for the use of an anonymous questionnaire to encourage teachers' voluntary participation as well as their genuine responses to the questionnaire so as to enhance the validity of the data collected. As it was optional for teacher participants to indicate their name and school name in the questionnaire, we were unable to know the exact number of schools based on this teacher sample to better understand the spread of teachers across schools.
Third, both the principal's and teachers' immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours were assessed using teachers' perceptual ratings at the individual level which also rendered it a single-source dataset. A more objective assessment of both the principal's and teachers' immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours could consider the use of group-level teachers' ratings or a combination of teachers' and school leaders' self ratings as multi-source data to provide more confidence in the robustness of the observed findings.
Fourth, teachers' perceptions of their principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours may change over time. As this study was cross-sectional in nature, future studies could adopt a longitudinal design by conducting the research at multiple time intervals so as to enhance the reliability of the results.
Fifth, perceptions of empowerment may vary across different cultural contexts (Fock, Hui, Au & Bond, 2013) . As this study used only a sample of teachers in Singapore, the generalisibility of the findings across cultural contexts may need to be interpreted with caution. Future studies could consider replicating this study in other cultural settings or conduct a cross-cultural comparison study to examine whether cultural differences may affect teachers' perceptions of their principal's and immeditae supervisor's empowering behaviours in different educational contexts, and how it might further affect teachers' psychological empowerment.
Conclusion and Implications
Despite its limitations, this study has noteworthy significance and implications for research and practice.
First, as previous empowering school leadership studies tend to use only a single, generic leadership construct without differentiating between teachers' perceptions of their principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours (Blase & Blase, 1997; Davis & Wilson, 2000; Vecchio et al., 2010) , our study suggests that it may be more valuable to consider teachers' perceptions of principal's empowering behaviours as well as teachers' perceptions of immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours as separate constructs in future studies, so that it could take into account the unique predictive power of teachers' perceptions of principal's empowering behaviours as well as teachers'
perceptions of immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours to give more meanings to research findings.
Second, this study highlighted that although teachers perceived both their principal and immediate supervisor to be empowering, they also perceived that their principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours differed in specific dimensions of the SLEB. From the comparison of the similarities and differences of the specific dimensions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours, it not only enables a better understanding of the empowering leadership practices across levels of management but also provides useful insights and feedback for school leadership developers for making changes in leadership development as well as for school leaders to change their leadership practices towards fostering a more cohesive, empowering work climate for effective facilitation of teacher empowerment in the school workplace.
Third, this study also provides more empirical understanding on the positive relationship between teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours and teachers' psychological empowerment. Particularly, the results of this study indicated that teachers' perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviours added unique variance to each other in predicting teachers' psychological empowerment. This study thus highlights the differential yet instrumental roles played by both the principal and middle-level leaders (as individual teachers' immediate supervisor) in the teacher empowerment process, and more importantly, it also suggests an imperative need for increasing the awareness and capacity of school leaders at different levels of management to exercise empowering behaviours to promote teachers' psychological empowerment. In essence, schools stand to gain from developing empowering leaders across levels of management to foster a cohesive, empowering work climate or culture for more effective empowerment of teachers (Lee & Nie, 2014; Zhu, Devos & Tondeur, 2014) . Gives me the authority to make changes necessary to improve things.
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Giving Acknowledgment & Recognition (3 items)
Always gives me positive feedback when I perform well.
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Gives me special recognition when my work is very good.
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Personally compliments me when I do outstanding work.
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Articulating a Vision (3 items)
Paints an interesting picture of the future for our school. Note. EFA loadings >.40. In EFA, Promax rotation was used and the factors were rotated obliquely. As such, the factor loadings were standardised regression coefficients which could be greater than one. Note. *Recommended guidelines for model fit indices (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005) : X²/df <3; TLI= >0.90; CFI= >0.90; RMSEA< 0.08. Note. ** p<.01. Each factor of the principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB was scored by calculating the mean of the items that composed each factor/. The composite scores for the principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB were each scored by calculating the mean of the seven factors of the principal's and immediate supervisor's SLEB respectively. Effect size using Cohen's d (Cohen, 1988) : small, .2; medium, .5; large, >.8. Step 1: Enter 'Teachers' demographic factors (i.e. gender, age, race, educational qualification, school type, years of teaching experience, number of years of service in the current school, number of years working with the current principal and number of years working with the current immediate supervisor)'
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Step 2: Enter 'Composite score of principal's SLEB' .458 .033 .000 .492 .376
Step 3: Enter 'Composite score of immediate supervisor's SLEB' .169 .044 .000 .519 .027
Model 2:
Step 1:
Step 1: Enter 'Teachers' demographic factors (i.e. gender, age, race, educational qualification, school type, years of teaching experience, number of years of service in the current school, number of years working with the current principal and number of years working with the current immediate supervisor)'
.000 .116 .116
Step 2: Enter 'Composite score of immediate supervisor's SLEB' .408 .037 .000 .394 .278
Step 3: Enter 'Composite score of principal's SLEB' .350 .043 .000 .519 .124
